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Abstract 
In this study, it was aimed to determine how the secondary school administrators 
and teachers influence each other and their perceptions of the types of organizational 
justice. It was also tested whether the types of organizational justice predict the 
organizational influence strategies or not. 
The data were collected from 284 school administrators and 854 teachers. 
According to the results of the study, while teachers highly use friendliness, 
bargaining and assertiveness tactics to influence their managers, they use higher 
authority and coalition tactics at a moderate level. The teachers use reasoning tactics 
the least. On the other hand, school administrators use friendliness, bargaining and 
coalition tactics highly, higher authority and sanction tactics at a moderate level and 
reasoning tactics the least. The results also showed that from among the types of 
organizational justice, the distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional 
justice predict the organizational influence strategies of the teachers and the school 
administrators to the greatest extent.    
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Resumen 
En este estudio, el objetivo fue determinar cómo los directores y maestros de 
Educación Secundaria se influyen mutuamente y sus percepciones sobre los tipos de 
justicia organizacional. También se probó si los tipos de justicia organizacional 
predicen las estrategias de influencia organizacional o no.  
Los datos fueron recolectados de 284 directores escolares y 854 maestros. De 
acuerdo con los resultados del estudio, mientras que los maestros usan altamente las 
tácticas de amistad, regateo y asertividad para influenciar a sus directores, ellos usan 
una autoridad más alta y tácticas de coalición en un nivel moderado. Los maestros 
usan menos tácticas de razonamiento. Por otro lado, los directores escolares usan 
tácticas de amistad, negociación y coalición, una autoridad más alta y tácticas de 
sanción a un nivel moderado y tácticas de razonamiento en menor medida.  
Los resultados también mostraron que, entre los tipos de justicia organizacional, la 
justicia distributiva, la justicia procesal y la justicia interaccional predicen las 
estrategias de influencia organizacional de los maestros y los directores en la mayor 
medida posible. 
Palabras clave: directores escolares, maestros, tácticas de influencia, justicia 
organizacional
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he process of influence is an important factor in terms of managers 
and personnel. When we address the process of influence in relation 
to educational organizations which are social systems highly 
dependent on human labour and having a complex structure (Bursalıoglu, 
2002, 92). 
Two of the concepts most influential on the strength of influence to be 
induced are power and authority. Even though all social organizations try to 
exercise some control on their members, control is of vital importance for 
official organizations and the main means of imposing control is having 
power (Hoy and Miskel, 2010, 203). The concept of power is a concept used 
to understand how individuals within the organization affect each other 
(Mintzberg, 1983; Pfeffer, 1999; Yukl, 2010).  In the simplest terms, power 
can be defined as" the ability to influence others", “the capacity to influence 
behaviors of others" (Hunt, 1994, 38) or "a means of achieving the 
objectives" (Bursalıoglu, 2002).  
 
Authority is a concept which is closely affiliated with power. Even if 
power and authority are used interchangeably in the articles of Hatch (1997, 
284) and Rollinson (2002, 404), these two concepts are completely different 
from each other. According to Bayrak (2000, 28), authority is the legal 
version of power and it is required for social organizations to sustain their 
existence and can be construed as a natural result of the existence of 
governing and governed relationship. Authority is a special version of power 
gained by the person depending on what position he/she occupies (Hatch, 
1997, 284) or the role he/she plays (Rollinson, 2002,404) in the organization 
and this special position emerging within the organization includes rights, 
privileges, obligations and duties (Yukl, 2010, 199). The individual with 
power is expected and required to use authority in social concept since 
power is legalized within the organization (Weber, 1947).  
 
Influence is one of the other terms intertwining with the concept of power 
(Alonso, 2010, 24; Hales, 1993, 19). A few researchers (e.g., Yang & 
Cervero, 2001) have used the two terms--power and influence. For example, 
Mechnic (1962) considered power, influence, and control as synonymous. In 
the same vein, other researchers (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977) have defined 
power and influence as synonyms and used interchangeably. 
T  
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The concept of power and influence preoccupied the minds of 
Machiavelli (1998) and Weber (1947). To Bass (1990), power and influence 
are the two concepts that are widely used in leadership and organization 
studies.  
 
Influence is a process that has been engaged in by the person while using 
his/her power (Bayrak, 2000, 31). While Bursalıoglu (2002) asserts that 
power understandably has an ability to influence the human, Greenberg and 
Baron (1993) define power as a capacity to influence the attitude and 
behaviors of others in a demanded way. Hales (1993), Bacharach and Lawler 
(1982) separate power and influence from each other; power being a source 
and influence being an attempt to change the behaviors of others by 
manipulating the source of power.  French and Raven (2001) define 
influence as the way of leading to change in behaviors, attitudes and values 
of others by exercising force on them.   
 
All attempts of influence may not create the expected effect. One of the 
reasons determining the success in the process of manager influence on 
personnel is the willingness of personnel to fulfill their duties and 
responsibilities and to achieve organizational objectives. To Sarıtas (1991, 
3), all types of behaviors exhibited in the process of management are the 
influence behavior shown by the manager and successful managers are 
required to influence the personnel. The management depends on the 
influence. As Dawis (1984) stated, if a manager is good at coordination, 
provides consultancy and presents the objectives in such a convincing way 
that the personnel feel the desire to contribute to them, then it can be said 
that he/she influences the personnel. To Basaran (2000, 99), influence is the 
process in which one person sets other person into motion. What's more, 
influence is defined as the process of motivating the personnel to work and 
orienting their activities in the desired direction (Massie, 1983, 96). 
 
Even if the concept of influence dates back to ancient times, the history 
of studies of the process of influence examining the relationship between the 
manager and personnel is not that old. Some researchers (Friedrich, 2010; 
Yukl, 2010) describe the concept of influence as an important part of 
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leadership research. All leaders influence the people one way or another 
(Friedrich, 2010, 1). A leader or a manager is required to use some tactics to 
influence other people. Organizational influence tactics have a mutual 
relationship between the manager and audience. Managers are required to 
put across their ideas, apply their policies, motivate their personnel, support 
them and make their decisions to be adopted by the personnel (Duyar, Aydın 
and Pehlivan 2009, 192). Besides, not only top down influence but also 
bottom up influence attract attention as an interest and researched topics at 
conceptual level (Dohlen, 2012; Yukl and Tracey, 1992; Schriesheim and 
Hinkin, 1990). Organizational influence tactics applied by the personnel in 
the bottom up level create important effects on administrative decisions by 
influencing the perceptions and impressions of the managers; thus, can play 
an important role in organizational activities (Yaylacı, 2006, 95).   
 
Another concept of interest to the current research is organizational 
justice, which refers to how justice is perceived by the personnel within the 
organization (Greenberg, 1990; Moorman, 1991; Ozmen et al., 2005; İsbası, 
2000, Polat, 2008). Basaran (2000, 15) defines organizational justice as 
giving rights to personnel at the rate of their contribution to the organization 
and penaliing them at the rate of their actions against the rules. Greenberg 
(1990) asserts that organizational justice is related to personnel’s beliefs 
about how just they are treated within the organization and suggests that this 
justice perception influences the business outputs of the personnel such as 
commitment, job satisfaction and work satisfaction. 
 
Social interactions of teachers and managers are highly important in the 
school which is a social system. Managers and teachers try to influence each 
other with different actions and behaviors. As Bursalıoglu (2002, 120) states, 
the target of the influence is the decision making and in that sense influence 
is more about the physiology of the organization rather than its anatomy.  
Any attempt of a school manager made in the way of influencing the 
organization and personnel requires knowledge about management sciences 
as well as social sciences. As in other organizations, it is expected that there 
is a relation between the organizational influence tactics and organization 
justice in secondary education (Massey and Dawes, 2006; Yamaguchi, 2009, 
22). The reason why this relation is important is that fair school environment 
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enhances the educational success and makes personnel more happy and 
peaceful within the school. 
 
 
Research Problem 
 
The current study aims at examining the relationship between Turkish 
secondary school administrators and teachers influence each other and their 
perceptions towards the types of organizational justice. 
  
More specifically, the present study addresses the following research 
questions:  
 
1) What is the relationship between Turkish secondary school 
administrators’ organizational influence tactics (i.e. Friendliness, 
Reason, Bargain, Sanctions, Assertiveness, Higher Authority, 
Coalition) and organization justice (i.e. distributive justice, 
procedural justice, interactional justice and rectificatory justice) 
 
2) What is the relationship between Turkish secondary school teachers’ 
organizational influence tactics (i.e. Friendliness, Reason, Bargain, 
Assertiveness, Higher Authority, Coalition) and organization justice 
(i.e. distributive justice, procedural justice, interactional justice, and 
rectificatory justice)  
 
 
Methodology 
 
General Background of Research 
 
In this study, it was aimed to determine how the secondary school 
administrators and teachers influence each other and their perceptions of the 
types of organizational justice. It was also tested whether the types of 
organizational justice predict the organizational influence strategies or not. 
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Participants 
 
Two groups of participants were used in this study (teacher and school 
administrators). The data were collected from 284 school administrators and 
854 teachers. The sample of the study consisted of secondary school 
administrators and teachers working at Istanbul, Tekirdag, Balıkesir, İzmir, 
Mugla, Bursa, Kocaeli, Konya, Karaman, Adana, Hatay, Kırsehir, Kırıkkale, 
Zonguldak, Samsun, Trabzon, Ordu, Erzurum, Agrı, Malatya, Mus, 
Gaziantep and Diyarbakır city centers, Turkey. 
 
Instrument and Procedures 
 
Data collection tool that consists of two parts was used in order to determine 
teacher and school administrators’ organizational influence tactics and 
perceptions of organizational justice. Fist part of survey has six questions 
related to demographics. Second part of survey has two main assessment 
tools including Profiles of Organizational Influence Strategies (POIS) and 
Organizational Justice Type Scale. 
 
Research Instrument and Procedure 
 
Profiles of Organizational Influence Strategies (POIS). POIS was used to 
assess school administrators’ and teachers’ influence strategies. This 
instrument provides a profile of strategies. POIS, a five- point Likert scale 
ranging from ¨1=never to 5=almost always¨. Having obtained the 
permission, the instruments, being used in this study, are POIS Influence 
Strategies Scale of Schmid and Kipnis. Profiles of Organizational Influence 
Strategies (POIS): Influencing Your Manager (Form M) are classified under 
seven categories, named as: Friendliness, Reason, Sanction, Higher 
authority, Assertiveness, Coalition and Bargain. Each influence tactics are 
measured by two to six items (Kipnis & Schmidt, 1999). The scale is 
composed of a total of 27 questions. 
 
Profiles of Organizational Influence Strategies (POIS): Influencing Your 
Subordinates (Form S)] are classified under six categories, named as: 
Friendliness, Reason, Higher authority, Assertiveness, Coalition and 
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Bargain. Each influence tactics are measured by two to seven items.  The 
scale is composed of a total of 33 questions. 
 
Profiles of Organizational Influence Strategies scale consist of two 
different forms that separately applied school administrators and teachers. 
Organizational influence strategies profile: influencing manager (Form Y) 
after DFA investigation of the 27 items six factors structure, it was 
concluded that the measurement model was appropriate. According to that, 
organizational influence strategies scale: 27 items (article) 6 factors 
influencing manager’s scale (Form Y) statistical value is Chi-square 
(X=493,78; P=0,000 sd=283) adjustment index CFI=0,97, NNFI=0,96, 
GFI=0,76 AGFI=0,71 and RMSEA=0,055. Organizational influence 
strategies profile: Influence the subordinate (Form S) profile is proved to be 
an appropriate pattern (model) after the examination of DFA structure with 
six factors and 33 items that emerged from the original profile. According to 
that, organizational influencing strategies profile: statistics of influencing 
subordinate profile with 33 items and 7 factors are Chi-square (X=808,53; 
P=0,000,sd=474), CFI=0,97, NNFI=0,97, GFI= 0,70, AGFI=0,65 and 
RMSEA=0,06.  
 
Organizational justice type scale. In this part of the study, in order to state 
whether factor structure of Organizational justice type is appropriate or not, 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (DFA) 
were done. Organizational justice type scale was used to assess school 
administrators’ and teachers’ organizational justice. Organizational justice 
type scale, a five- point Likert scale ranging from ¨1=never to 5=almost 
always¨. The Organizational justice type Scale consists of distributive 
justice, procedural justice, interactional justice and rectificatory justice 
subscales. The EFA structures for Organizational justice type subscales are 
reported in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
Results of the Factor Analysis of the Organizational justice type scale 
 
Organizational 
justice type scale 
Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) 
measur 
Factor 
structure 
Percent 
of the 
variance 
Cronbach 
Alfa (α) 
Distributive justice 
subscales 
0,923  Single Factor %51,91  0,893  
Procedural justice 
subscales 
0,958   Single Factor %56,96 0,911 
Interactional justice 
subscales 
0,966  Single Factor %71,00  0,958 
Rectificatory justice 
subscale. 
0,920  Single Factor %53,52  0,873 
 
 
Distributive justice subscale after DFA investigation of the 6 items 
(articles) six factors structure, it was concluded that the measurement model 
was appropriate. 6 items one factors distributive justice subscale statistical 
value is Chi-square (X=16,17; P=0,000 df=14) adjustment index CFI=0,99, 
NNFI=0,99, GFI=0,96 AGFI=0,91 and RMSEA=0,040. Procedural justice 
subscale after DFA investigation of the 13 items (articles) six factors 
structure, it was concluded that the measurement model was appropriate. 13 
items one factors procedural justice subscale statistical value is Chi-square 
(X=168; P=0,000 df=65) adjustment index CFI=0,98, NNFI=0,97, GFI=0,89 
AGFI=0,84 and RMSEA=0,089. Interactional justice subscale after DFA 
investigation of the 6 items (articles) six factors structure, it was concluded 
that the measurement model was appropriate. 11 items one factors 
interactional justice subscale statistical value is Chi-square (X=83,09; 
P=0,000 df=43) adjustment index CFI=0,99, NNFI=0,98, GFI=0,93 
AGFI=0,89 and RMSEA=0,068. Rectificatory justice subscale after DFA 
investigation of the 6 items (articles) six factors structure, it was concluded 
that the measurement model was appropriate. 8 items one factors 
rectificatory justice subscale statistical value is Chi-square (X2=38,97; 
P=0,000 df=20) adjustment index CFI=0,99, NNFI=0,98, GFI=0,95 
AGFI=0,92 and RMSEA=0,069. 
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Data Analysis 
 
In order to determine the organizational influence tactics of the teachers and 
administrators the arithmetic means and standard deviations were calculated 
with the purpose of identifying a) friendliness, b) reason, c) bargain, d) 
coalitions, e) assertiveness, f) higher authority and g) sanction sub-
dimensions which are regarded as sub-dimensions in the influence tactics of 
administrators as different from the organizational influence tactics of 
teachers. In order to determine the teachers’ views on the dimensions of a) 
distributive justice, b) procedural justice, c) interactional justice and d) 
rectificatory justice in terms of teacher’s organizational justice perceptions, 
the arithmetic means and standard deviations were calculated. 
 
In order to determine whether teachers’ and administrators’ 
organizational influence tactics are predicted by organizational justice types 
such as distributive justice, procedural justice, interactional justice and 
rectificatory justice, regression analysis was carried out. 
 
Results and Discussion  
 
Findings and Interpretation related to the Prediction of Teachers’ 
Influence Tactics 
The regression analysis results on how independent variables; 
distributive justice (DJ), procedural justice (PJ), interactional justice (IJ) and 
rectificatory justice (RJ), which are types of teachers’ organizational justice 
directly or indirectly affect organizational influence tactics have been 
presented below. 
The arithmetic means, standard deviations and correlation values 
related to teachers’ organizational influence tactics (IT) and independent 
variables of distributive justice (DJ), procedural justice (PJ), interactional 
justice(IJ) and rectificatory justice (RJ) have been presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2.  
The Arithmetic Means, Standard Deviations and Correlation Values Related to 
Independent and Dependent Variables 
 
Variable N X sd r 
IT DJ PJ IJ RJ 
IT 859 20,757 6,93  1     
DJ 860 42,254 11,66  0,189 1    
PJ 860 38,991 10,87  0,185 0,809 1   
IJ 860 26,447 7,47  0,139 0,708 0,903 1  
RJ 854 64,353 15,08  0,155 0,748 0,898 0,897 1 
Influence Tactics (IT); Distributive justice (DJ), procedural justice (PJ), 
interactional justice (IJ) and rectificatory justice (RJ) 
As it can be seen in Table 2, it has been determined that there is a 
correlation with the value of 0.19 between organizational influence tactics 
and distributive justice, a correlation with the value of 0.19 with procedural 
justice, a correlation with the value of 0.14 with interactional justice and a 
correlation with the value of 0.15 with rectificatory justice.  
 
Figure 1 Conceptual model with significant path coefficient 
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Taking this as a starting point, the conceptual regression model 
(Figure 1) was formed to determine whether the organizational influence 
tactics used by teachers significantly predict their perception scores of 
distributive justice, procedural justice, interactional justice and rectificatory 
justice in and the results of the regression model have been presented below 
(Figure 2 and Table 2). 
 
Figure 2 The Standardized Regression Values of The Regression Model 
In Figure 2, the standardized regression values of the regression 
model’s perception scores of distributive justice, procedural justice, 
interactional justice and rectificatory justice in accordance with the 
organizational influence tactics used by teachers have been given. In the path 
analysis, the standardized regression coefficients show the direct effect of 
independent variables on the dependent variables. The standardized 
regression coefficient is the same with the β coefficient in multiple 
regression. The standardized regression coefficient and β coefficient are 
applied to determining variables which are measured as z-score (Thompson, 
2004, 16). The relative order of significance of variables predicted in 
accordance with the standardized regression values on organizational 
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influence tactics can be seen in Figure 14 as procedural justice (0,21), 
distributive justice (0,16), interactional justice (-0,14) and rectificatory 
justice (-0,03). 
Table 3 
Organizational Influence Tactics of Teachers, Regression Model Formed 
Organizational Justice Types 
 
Regression Model  B β t 
IT (D) <--- DJ (P) 0,35 0,16 2,86 
IT (D)  <--- PJ (P) 0,27 0,21 2,17 
IT (D) <--- IJ (P) -0,19 -0,14 -1,61 
IT (D) <--- RJ (P) -0,06 -0,03 -0,39 
*P < ,05, (P)=Predictive , (D)=Dependent 
When we take a look at the standardized regression significance (β) 
obtained from the regression model in Table 2 and non-standardized 
regression significance in Table 3 (B) and the P and t values, it can be seen 
that in predicting the organizational influence tactics, primarily distributive 
justice (DJ) (B =0,35, β =0,16, P<0,05, t>1,96) and procedural justice (PJ) 
(B = 0,27, β = 0,21, P<0,05, t>1,96) are effective. It is observed that these 
two variables significantly predict the organizational influence tactics and 
are effective in the use of organizational influence tactics. When 
interactional justice (IJ) (B =-0,19; β =-0,14, P>0,05, t<1,96) and 
rectificatory justice (RJ) (B =-0,06, β=-0,03, P>0,05, t<1,96) are considered 
together with the other two variables, it is seen that these do not directly 
predict influence tactics in a significant manner. 
Therefore, the Path between rectificatory justice RJ (D) <--- IJ(P) which 
does not have a statistically significant effect on organizational influence 
tactics and has the smallest regression values has been equated to 0, a second 
regression model has been formed and the new regression model has been 
tested again. Table 2 below shows regression model 1 and the X2, RMSEA, 
CFI and df values related to the newly formed regression model. 
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Figure 3. The Standardized Regression Values of the Regression Model 
 
As it can be seen in Figure 3, after the Path between rectificatory 
justice and interactional justice has been equated to 0, the standardized 
regression values of the regression model’s perception scores of distributive 
justice, procedural justice and interactional justice have been given. 
According to the standardized regression values, the relative order of 
significance of predictive variables on organizational influence tactics being 
procedural justice (0,20), distributive justice (0,16) and interactional justice 
(-0,15) can be seen in Figure 17. 
Table 4. 
 Resulting Fit Indices for Regression Model 
Regression Model X2 sd p CFI RMSEA ∆X2 ∆SD 
1.Model (Regression Model) 0,00 0,00 1 1,00 0,00  
0,15 
 
1 2. Model (c path =0) 0,15 1 0,69 1,00 0,00 
 
In Table 4, the two regression models have been tested with the chi-
square test and when the optimality concordance index values of the second 
IJELM– International Journal Educational Leadership & Management, 6(2),126-153 
 
 
regression model are analyzed, it has been seen that the second model is an 
acceptable model. It has been observed that rectificatory justice does not 
have a direct effect on the organizational influence tactics. It is seen that the 
other three variables explain 5% of the organizational influence tactics. 
According to the results of the regression analysis in the Path analysis, the 
regression equality (mathematical model) related to the prediction of the 
organizational influence tactics has been presented below. 
Table 5. 
Organizational influence tactics of administrators, the regression equality 
(mathematical model) formed organizational justice   
IT = 0,35*DJ+ 0,25*PJ -0,21*IJ 
Standard 
Errors = 
221,39, R² = 0,051 
Standard 
Errors 
(0,12) (0,12) (0,11)  (10,71)  
t value 2,83 2,16 -1,99  20,68  
 
Teachers’ organizational justice types; distributive justice and 
procedural justice, affect the organizational influence tactics in a positive 
manner and interactional justice and organizational influence tactic in a 
negative manner. 35% of the organizational influence tactics is explained by 
distributive justice, 25% is explained by procedural justice and 21% is 
explained by interaction justice. These three variables together explain 5% 
of the organizational influence tactics. According to these results, it can be 
stated that it has “little” effect in explaining distributive justice, procedural 
justice and organizational influence tactics. 
The results of the studies of Yamaguchi (2009), Yamaguchi (2005) 
and Dulebohn and Ferris (1999) support the results of the study. Dulebohn 
ve Ferris (1999), in their study in which they analyzed the relationship 
between administrators and employees, organizational influence tactics and 
procedural justice, have concluded that there is a negative significant 
relationship between organizational influence tactics and procedural justice 
((-0,35). In the Dulebohn and Ferris (1999) study, the different results on the 
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relationship between organizational influence tactics and procedural justice 
being different from the results of this study is due to regarding the study in 
terms of performance evaluation. However, the study is important in terms 
of having a very close result with the relationship (0,19) obtained in this 
study on the effect of procedural justice on interaction justice. 
Yamaguchi’s (2009) study on American and Japanese employees has 
analyzed the effect of organizational influence tactics (rational, mild and 
severe) on procedural justice. In the United States of America and Japan 
samples, it has been concluded that all of the mild and severe organizational 
influence tactics predict procedural justice. In the USA sample, it has been 
concluded that the standardized regression values show that rational tactics 
have an effect of 0,77 on procedural justice, -0,02 on mild organizational 
influence tactics and -0,27 on severe organizational influence tactics. In the 
Japan sample, it has been concluded that the standardized regression values 
show that rational tactics have an effect of 0,66 on procedural justice, 0,02 
on mild organizational influence tactics and 0,07 on severe organizational 
influence tactics (Yamaguchi 2009).  
Yamaguchi (2005) in his study on Japanese employees has concluded 
that in the model formed on organizational influence tactics, perceived 
procedural justice and variability of career stability, procedural justice 
explains 27% of interpersonal organizational influence tactics. In the study, 
it is seen from the results of the correlation table that mild influence tactic is 
related to interpersonal influence tactic with 0,31, rational influence tactic 
with 0,31 and severe influence tactic with -0,26. Similar findings had been 
obtained in Yamaguchi’s (2004, cited in Yamaguchi, 2009, 23) previous 
study conducted in Japan.  
Bradway (2002) in his study has concluded that the perception of 
justice in employees who use positive influence tactics is higher in 
comparison to employees who use negative influence tactics. Dulebohn’s 
(1995) study on administrators and employees concludes that there is a 
relationship of 0.19 between the procedural justice perceived by employees 
and organizational influence tactics. However, Dulebohn (1995) has reported 
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that there is no relationship between distributive justice and organizational 
influence tactics. 
According to the results of this study and literature analysis, it has 
been concluded that there is a relationship between organizational justice 
types and organizational influence tactics. However, as it can be understood 
from these results as well, the findings show that the relationship between 
organizational influence tactics and organizational justice types is not very 
strong. 
Findings and Interpretation on the Prediction of Administrators’ 
Influence Tactics 
The regression analysis results on how independent variables; 
distributive justice (DJ), procedural justice (PJ), interactional justice(IJ) and 
rectificatory justice (RJ), which are types of administrators’ organizational 
justice, directly or indirectly affect organizational influence tactics have been 
presented below. 
The arithmetic means, standard deviations and correlation values 
related to administrators’ organizational influence tactics (IT) and 
independent variables; distributive justice (DJ), procedural justice (PJ), 
interactional justice(IJ) and rectificatory justice (RJ) have been presented in  
Table 6. 
Table 6.  
The Arithmetic Means, Standard Deviations and Correlation Values Related To 
Independent and Dependent Variables 
 
Variables 
N X sd 
r 
IT DJ PJ IJ RJ 
IT 283 84,81 16,66 1     
DJ 283 23,54 5,08 ,241 1    
PJ 283 53,43 8,96 ,170 ,478 1   
IJ 283 46,10 7,86 ,143 ,390 ,897 1  
RJ 284 30,62 5,49 ,206 ,540 ,749 ,763 1 
As seen in Table 6, it has been determined that there is a 0,24 
relationship between organizational influence tactics and distributive justice, 
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0,21 with rectificatory justice, 0,17 with procedural justice and 0,14 with 
interaction justice.  
Figure 4. Conceptual model with significant path coefficient 
Taking this as a starting point, the conceptual regression model 
(Figure 4) was formed to determine whether the organizational 
influence tactics used by administrators significantly predict the 
perception scores of distributive justice, procedural justice, 
interactional justice and rectificatory justice and the results of the 
regression model have been presented below (Figure 5 and Table 6). 
 
Figure 5. The Standardized Regression Values of the Regression Model 
As it can be seen in Figure 5, the standardized regression values of the 
regression model’s perception scores of distributive justice, procedural 
justice, interactional justice and rectificatory justice in accordance with the 
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organizational influence tactics used by administrators have been given. The 
relative order of significance of variables predicted in accordance with the 
standardized regression values on organizational influence tactics are 
procedural justice (-0,33), distributive justice (0,24), interactional 
justice(0,22) and rectificatory justice (0,15). 
Table 7.  
Organizational Influence Tactics of Administrators, Regression Model Formed 
Organizational Justice Types 
 
**P < .01 **P < ,05, (P)=Predictive , (D)=Dependent 
When we take a look at the standardized regression significance (β) 
obtained from the regression model in Table 6 and non-standardized 
regression significance in  Table 6 (B) and the P and t values, it can be seen 
that in predicting the organizational influence tactics, primarily distributive 
justice (DJ) (B =0,73, β =0,22, P<0,05, t>1,96) and procedural justice (PJ) 
(SA) (B = -0,62, β = -0,33, P<0,05, t>1,96) are effective. It is observed that 
these two variables significantly predict the organizational influence tactics 
and are effective in the use of organizational influence tactics. When 
interactional justice (IJ) (B =0,51, β =0,24, P>0,05, t<1,96) and rectificatory 
justice (RJ) (B =0,46, β =0,15, P>0,05, t<1,96) are considered together with 
the other two variables, it is seen that these do not directly predict influence 
tactics in a significant manner. 
Therefore, the Path between rectificatory justice CJ (D) <--- IJ(P) 
which does not have a statistically significant effect on organizational 
influence tactics and has the smallest regression values has been equated to 
0, a second regression model has been formed and the new regression model 
Regression Model 1 B β t 
IT (D) <--- DJ (P) 0,73 0,22 3,18 
IT (D)  <--- PJ (P) -0,62 -0,33 -2,42 
IT (D) <--- IJ (P) 0,51 0,24 1,72 
IT (D) <--- RJ (P) 0,46 0,15 1,57 
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has been tested again. Table 7 below shows regression model 1 and the X2, 
RMSEA, CFI and SD values related to the newly formed regression model.   
 
Figure 6. The Standardized Regression Values of the Regression Model 
 
As it can be seen in Figure 6, after the Path between rectificatory 
justice and interactional justice has been equated to 0, the standardized 
regression values of the regression model’s perception scores of distributive 
justice, procedural justice and interactional justice have been given. 
According to the standardized regression values, the relative order of 
significance of predictive variables on organizational influence tactics are 
distributive justice (0,86), interactional justice (0,68) and procedural justice 
(-0,58). 
 Table 8.  
Resulting fit indices for regression model 
Regression Model X2 sd p CFI RMSEA ∆X2 ∆SD 
1.Model (Regression Model) 0,00 0,00 1 1,00 0  
2,46 
 
1 2.Model (c path =0) 2,46 1 0,11 1,00 .072 
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In Table 8. above, the two regression models have been tested with 
the chi-square test and when the optimality concordance index values of the 
second regression model are analyzed, it has been seen that the second 
model is an acceptable model. It has been observed that rectificatory justice 
does not have a direct effect on the organizational influence tactics. It is seen 
that the other three variables explain 8% of the organizational influence 
tactics. According to the results of the regression analysis in the Path 
analysis, the regression equality (mathematical model) related to the 
prediction of the organizational influence tactics has been presented below. 
Table 9: 
Organizational influence tactics of administrators, the regression equality 
(mathematical model) formed organizational justice  
IT = 
0,86
*DJ  
-0,58*PJ +0,68*IJ 
Standard 
Errors = 
256,24, R² = 0,078 
Standard 
Errors 
(0,22
) 
(0,26) (0,28)  (21,69)  
t value 4,01 -2,25 2,44  11,81  
 
Administrators’ organizational justice types distributive justice and 
interactional justice affect organizational influence tactics in a positive 
manner and procedural justice affects organizational influence tactics in a 
negative manner. 86% of organizational influence tactics is explained by 
distributive justice, 68% by interactional justice and 58% by procedural 
justice. These three variables together explain 8% of the organizational 
influence tactics. According to these results, it can be stated that it has 
“little” effect in explaining distributive justice, procedural justice and 
organizational influence tactics. 
In the Dulebohn and Ferris (1999) study on the relationship between 
administrators and employees, organizational influence tactics and 
procedural justice, it has been concluded that there is a positive relationship 
(0,22) between organizational influence tactics and procedural justice. The 
difference concerning the relationship between organizational influence 
tactics and procedural justice and the results of this study can be due to 
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analyzing the study in terms of performance evaluation. However, the 
relationship of procedural justice with organizational influence tactics in 
Dulebohn and Ferris’ study (1999) is very close to the relationship obtained 
in this study (0,19). Dulebohn and Ferris’ (1999) study is important in terms 
of supporting the results of this study. Dulebohn (1995), in his study on 
administrators and employees has concluded that there is a relationship of 
0,19 between the procedural justice perceived by employees and 
organizational influence tactics. However, he has reported that there is no 
relationship between distributive justice and organizational influence tactics. 
 
Conclusions 
 
Distributive, procedural and interactional justices seem to be the 
organizational justice types used by the teachers. There is a positive low-
level relationship between the organizational influence tactics and 
rectificatory justice. Rectificatory justice has no direct influence over the 
organization of the influence tactics when we include prediction of 
organizational influence tactics with other variables and errors in measuring.  
Distributive, procedural and interactional justices are the 
organizational justice types most used by the managers. There is a positive 
low-level relationship between the organizational influence tactics and 
rectificatory justice and interaction justice. Rectificatory justice has no direct 
influence over the organization of the influence tactics when we include 
prediction of organizational influence tactics with other variables and errors 
in measuring. 
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